successful, I believe, is that without direct industry participation in the effort we simply were not a strong voice, and we were not successful in enlisting industry support. At about this time, Hank Engster, of Perdue Farms, Inc., had become aware of the serious negative effects on poultry science bench strength and on numbers of graduates with expertise in poultry. His efforts to expand the dialogue to industry was more successful, as he worked, with input from the PSA Industry Committee, to conceptualize this symposium.
Before we can discuss change, however, we have to know where we are now; in order to know where you are going, you must know where you have been. Poultry science and the poultry industry became great because historically there was a joint venture between the two. It is important for us to remember that, and to understand fundamentally that the scientific excellence of poultry science departments in land grant universities complemented, enhanced, and sustained the efforts of the early poultry industry to achieve and maintain efficient production, a safe food supply, and an affordable food supply. The converse was also there-the early industry supported, sustained, and complemented the scientific endeavors at universities. The synergism of those early years is represented by data provided by Milt Sunde, University of Wisconsin, showing the steady increase in departments of poultry science in the first half of this century ( Figure 1 ) and by the steady increase in poultry consumption (Figure 2 ). To some extent we are spoiled. We are accustomed to seeing production graphs going up. We look at these trends and see that business is good and projections in line. Why should we worry that university poultry programs are dropping rapidly? Does it matter that the other half of Sunde's graph looks like Figure 3 , which represents changes in departmental status during the second half of this century? Does it matter that, as consumption of poultry has increased, the number of poultry scientists has decreased ( Figure  2) ? One is almost tempted to suggest the converse-if numbers of poultry scientists are driven further down, consumption will go up even more! Does any of this matter? We still have scientific excellence in spite of shrunken programs. The industry is still gaining. The bird still responds to genetic, nutritional, and management manipulations. Does it matter that these same things have contributed ironically also to the decline of poultry programs? Certainly, industry believes it can take graduates with any major and make them into technically competent personnel. Although there has been some truth to that assumption, it will be increasingly difficult to achieve, with less than 2% of the population having any sort of farm background as a basis for some fundamental level of comprehension of agriculture. Certainly, industry also believes it can do most of its research in-house. So, does it really matter? I believe that it does matter, and I will address the why later. Now, however, I would like to turn the program over to the other speakers, who also believe it matters, to give them an opportunity to voice their opinions and proposed solutions.
CLOSING REMARKS
Now, after hearing about regional programs and centers of excellence, both existing and proposed, in Canada and the U.S., it would be easy to end this symposium on a self-congratulatory note. Indeed, these are commendable efforts and positive first steps to solving some of the difficulties. Industry and universities are cooperating in these ventures in ways they never have before. However, I want to look at this in another way and to consider several points as the next generation of challenges for PSA to face. First, I would wager that no one here fails to recognize that we will all be asked to do more with less in the future. Budgets are extremely tight everywhere, and the realities of this will be an ongoing challenge.
Second, in centers of excellence and regional programs there is some danger of creating inbred programs and loss of knowledge diversity and perspective that our students need. John Brake in his presentation mentioned that even a department as large as that at North Carolina State University does not have all the necessary expertise. Reducing the number of departments to a few centers could seriously undermine the research and teaching base in poultry. In addition, undergraduate students from states that do not have poultry programs will not automatically seek out those states that do, particularly if no poultry science faculty are left at the home school. It's easy to talk about including poultry material in general animal science courses-and I'm encouraged that the Canadians seem to be having some success-but in animal science departments with no or only a token remnant of poultry faculty, it is not easy to sustain an integrated poultry effort. With most poultry science faculty at only a few centers, we run the real danger of seriously narrowing perspectives over time and losing academic diversity.
Third, research at universities is increasingly industry-driven and industry is doing some in-house research. Some of this is necessary and acceptable. But it is short-term, crisis-driven research, and to rely solely on it is very short-sighted. It is essential for the future of the poultry industry that there be a balance and that some research be of the other kind-the long-term, risky, not immediately applicable, curiosity-driven research that Hank Classen, University of Saskatchewan, mentioned. Industry cannot and should not do this type of research; there are serious credibility, as well as economic, issues involved. But universities can and should do this kind of research. That means that industry must support university programs, either outright with monies earmarked for different purposes or with political pressure applied to administrators and legislators.
Finally, there is a bigger issue facing us if we don't regain the synergistic focus and balance between industry and academia. It is at the land grant universities where the future of food production is shaped-and not only at those land grant universities that now have the regional poultry programs and the centers of excellence. Don't think for a minute that those discussions will include poultry if there are no poultry faculty present. And, in reality, a token poultry faculty member is not enough to make a difference. If we want to ensure that poultry is part of food production in the future, poultry programs must be present and viable where the discussions are going on. If the only interested students are shipped off to regional centers, the rest of the animal science students will be taught that poultry is not a serious food source and that it may be held in contempt. That is a big risk. I should note that Peter Hunton, Ontario Egg Producers' Marketing Board, is correct in one point-the poultry industry has not fallen apart so far because of loss of poultry programs. However, complacency is dangerous long-term.
We must get past the isolation imposed by the poultry industry on itself by its vertical integration. We must get past the isolation imposed on university programs by budgetary constraints. Both industry and academia must deal with bigger societal issues-a public that is complacent about its food supply and ignorant of its origins; a public that is skeptical about food safety, animal welfare issues, and environmental concerns; a public that trusts no one-not the university, not industry. Perhaps we can recapture some of the essence of the earlier poultry science endeavor, if not the details. And at the very least, perhaps we can keep the dialogue going.
